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16630, Adulteration and misbranding of butter. U. S. v. 17 Tubs of Buiter.
Consent decree of condemnation and forfeiture. Produet re-
leased under bonrd. (F. & D. No. 24018, 1. 8. No. 03712, 8. No. 2112.)

On July 24, 1929, the United States attorney for the Southern District of
New York, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying seizure
and condemnation of 17 tubs of butter, remaining in the original unbroken
packages at New York, N. Y., alleging that the article had been shipped by
the Golden Star Creamery Co., Bennett, Jowa., on or about July 16, 1929, and
transported from the State of Iowa into the State of New York, and charging
adulteration and misbranding in violation of the food and drugs act.

It was alleged in the libel that the article was adulterated in that a sub-
stance deficient in butterfat had been mixed and packed with it so as to
reduce or lower or 1n,]ur10usly affect its quality or strength and had been
substituted wholly or in part for the said article.

Misbranding was alleged for the reason that the article was offered for sale
under the distinctive name of another article.

On July 29, 1929, the Golden Star Creamery Association (Inc.), Bennett
Iowa, claxmant having admitted the allegations of the libel -and having con-
-sented to the entry of a decree, judgment of condemnation and forfeiture was
entered, and it was ordered by the court that the product be released to the
said claimant upon payment of costs and the execution of a bond in the sum
of $500, conditioned in part that it be reworked and reprocessed so that it
comply with the requirements of the law. The claimant further agreed that
the reconditioned product contain at least 80 per cent of butterfat.

ArTHUR M. HyDE, Secretary of Agriculture.

16631. Adulieration of oranfres U. 8. v. H. T. Montgomery Corp. (J. E.
Montgomery (Inc.)). lea, of guilty. Fime, $25. (F. & D. No,
22549. 1. 8. Nos. 13966—'& 15501—=x, 18588-x.) :

On June 25, 1928, the United States attorney for the Southern District of
Florida, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district an information against the
H. T. Montgomery Corporation, trading as J. E. Montgomery (Inc.), Tampa,
Fla., alleging shipment by said company, in violation of the food and drugs
act, in various consignmernts, on or about March 3, March 8, and March 10,
1927, from the State of Florida into the States of Pennsylvania, Louisiana, and
Tennessee, respectively, of quantities of oranges which were adulterated.

It was alleged in the information that the article was adulterated in that a
substance, to wit, decomposed and frost-damaged oranges, had been substituted
in part for edible oranges, which the said article purported to be, and in that
orange juice, a valuable constituent of the article, had been in part abstracted.

On February 25, 1929, a plea of guilty to the informsation was -entered on
behalf of the defendant company, and the court imposed:a fine -of -$25.

ARTHUR M. HYDE, Secretary of Agriculiwre.

16632, Misbranding of cottonseed cake and meal. U. S. v. 100 Sacks of
Cottonseed Cake and Meal. Product ordered released under
}):;191%% to be welabeled. (¥, & D. No. 23275. 1. S. No. 07505 S. ‘No.

On February 2, 1929, the United States attorney for the District of Mon-
tana, acting upon a report by the Secretary -of Agriculture, filed im-the District
Court of the United States for said district a libel praymg seizure and con-
demnation of 100 sacks of cottonseed cake and meal, remaining in the original
unbroken packages at Glendive, Mont., -alleging that the .article had ‘been
shipped by the Dallas Oil & Refining 00., Dallas, Tex., 'on or about December
13, 1928, and transported from the State of Texas into the State of Montana,
and charging misbranding in violation of the food and drugs act.  The article
was labeled in part: “Army Brand Prime Cottonseed Cake and Meal 100 Pounds
Net Guaranteed Analysis Protein Not Less . Than 43 Per Cent. Louis Tobian &
Co., Dallas, Texas.”

It was alleged in the libel that the article was misbranded in that the state-
ments, above quoted, borne on the label, were false and misleading and deceived
and mislead the purchaser, since the product contained less than 43 per cent
of protein as stated on the label.

On June 29, 1929, the Dallas Oil & Refining Co., Dallas, Tex., having appeared
as claimant for the property and having admltted the alleoatmns of the libel, a



